BEFORE THE
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS OVERSIGHT
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of: Case No.: 12096
THE COMMISSIONER OF BUSINESS
OVERSIGHT OF THE STATE OF OAH No.: 2013090955
CALIFORNIA,
Complainant,
V.

ZENAIDA C. SPRADLIN,

Respondent.

DECISION
The attached Proposed Decision of the Administrative Law Judge of the Office of
Administrative Hearings, dated February 24, 2014, is hereby adopted by the Department of Business
Oversight as its Decision in the above-entitled matter with technical and minor changes on the

attached Errata Sheet pursuant to Government Code Section 11517(c)(2)(C).

This Decision shall become effective on April 26, 2014

IT IS SO ORDERED this_27" _day of March, 2014

COMMISSONER OF BUSINESS OVERSIGHT

/s/

Jan Lynn Owen




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS OVERSIGHT

In the Matter of:
Case No. 12096
THE COMMISSIONER OF BUSINESS

OVERSIGHT OF THE STATE OF OAH No. 2013090955
CALIFORNIA,
Complainant,
V.

ZENAIDA C. SPRADLIN,

Respondent.

PROPOSED DECISION

This matter came on regularly for hearing before Felix W. Loya, Administrative Law
Judge of the Office of Administrative Hearings, in Los Angeles, California, on January 29,
2014. Joyce Tsai, Senior Corporations Counsel, represented the Department of Business
Oversight (department). Respondent Zenaida C. Spradlin (respondent) appeared and was
represented at the hearing by counsel, Anoush Sarkisyan, Esq. and Ani Arevedo, Esq.

Oral and documentary evidence was received. The record was closed and the matter
was submitted for decision. The Administrative Law Judge makes the following factual
findings, legal conclusions and order:

FACTUAL FINDINGS
Jurisdiction and Parties

iR On August 14, 2013, Jan Lynn Owen (complainant), in her official capacity as
the Commissioner of Business Oversight of the State of California, signed the Statement in
Support of Order Levying Administrative Penalties Pursuant to Corporations Code Section
25252; Claim for Ancillary Relief Pursuant to Corporations Code Section 25254; and Desist
and Refrain Order (the Statement). The Statement was served on respondent on September
12, 2013.




2. On September 26, 2013, respondent filed a Notice of Defense. The instant
hearing ensued. Jurisdiction exists in this proceeding.

Violation of Corporations Code Section 25110

3. On July 21, 2009, respondent was issued a Desist and Refrain Order (the 2009
Desist and Refrain Order) alleging that respondent and others violated Corporations Code
section 25110" by offering and selling unqualified, non-exempt securities and by making
misrepresentations or omissions of material fact in connection with the offer and sale of
securities. On June 1, 2010, a hearing was held before Administrative Law Judge Julie
Cabos-Owen on the 2009 Desist and Refrain Order. Respondent testified at the hearing. The
Administrative Law Judge issued a Proposed Decision affirming the 2009 Desist and Refrain
Order. On September 15, 2010, Preston DuFauchard, in his official capacity as
Commissioner of the Department of Corporations for the State of California, the predecessor
to the department, issued a Decision adopting the Proposed Decision. On September 16,
2010, the Decision on the 2009 Desist and Refrain Order became final.

4, On December 11, 2011, after the Decision on the 2009 Desist and Refrain
Order became final, respondent offered and sold a California resident (resident) an oral and
written investment contract for $25,000. The written portion of the investment contract
provided that respondent would pay the $25,000 investment principal back to resident by
December 11, 2012. The oral portion of the investment contract provided that respondent
would pay resident at least a 10 percent return on resident’s investment in one year.
Respondent provided the written portion of the investment contract at the request of resident,
who works as a firefighter and is not a sophisticated investor. Respondent promised to
replace the written portion of the investment contract with additional documents specifying
the terms of the investment, including the guaranteed 10 percent return on resident’s
investment. Respondent never supplied additional documents for the investment to resident,
despite resident’s repeated requests for such documents. Respondent told resident that she
was part of a group that had investments in real estate located in Arizona and that the group
was turning a profit on the real estate investments. Respondent refused to tell resident the
name of the group unless he invested. However, even after resident invested, respondent did
not tell resident the name of the purported group. Resident had no control over how or where
the $25,000 was actually invested and relied entirely on respondent’s honesty and skill in
managing the investment.

8 Respondent did not pay resident $25,000 by December 11, 2012. Respondent
did not pay resident 10 percent on resident’s $25,000 investment by December 11, 2012. As
of the date of the hearing, respondent had not repaid resident the $25,000 investment
principal and had not paid resident any return or interest at all on the $25,000 investment.

' All further references to the Corporations Code are cited by section number.
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